Joan (née Elliott) . His father was a descendant of generations of Londoners; his upbringing was modestly bourgeois. Maurice Patterson worked for the Midland Bank, a guarantee of job security in uncertain times, and forged his way steadily through the system, finishing up as a branch manager. Colin's mother was from Stoke-on-Trent, where the family was part of the pottery trade that founded the fortunes of the town; her father was Lord Mayor during the 1920s. Colin's childhood was spent in Kensington, Barnes and East Sheen, which were respectable London suburbs then, as today, but his time there, and his early family life, was severely interrupted by wartime evacuation.
There was nothing in his background to suggest a scientific future. The rigours of a wartime childhood propelled him willy-nilly into the countryside, for the first time while still at East Sheen Kindergarten, during the Munich crisis in 1938. He was evacuated again, with his mother, to Surrey in 1940-41. Because his father was commissioned in the Royal Marines in 1941 (he served in Sicily, Italy, India and Burma), Colin saw little of him during World War II. In 1942 he went to Hill Place boarding school in Gloucestershire, again as a result of evacuation. This is where Colin first became aware of natural history, instructed by schoolfriends who were the sons of local farmers. After the war, in 1947, he was admitted to Tonbridge School, where he began to discover his scientific bent. A levels had just been introduced into the curriculum. He studied biology, chemistry and physics, but only the first gave him any pleasure, and he had to make good his mathematical education later on. A classmate in the sixth form was R. McNeil Alexander, F.R.S., who, Colin recalled, 'always came top in everything'.
After national service, Colin joined Imperial College, London, on a state scholarship . Because of the curious way in which zoology degrees were then awarded, he took his BSc (first class honours) in parasitology; his undergraduate thesis was on trematode worms. However, he was already attracted to evolutionary matters after enjoying lectures from O.W. Richards, F.R.S., and attending the geology course. He was awarded the Forbes Medal in 1957, by which time it was clear that he had outstanding qualities. He followed his friend B.G. Gardiner (later Professor of Zoology at King's College, London) to become a research student under Professor K.A. Kermack at University College, working on fossil fishes. By then he had already worked in the vacations in the Natural History Museum-or British Museum (Natural History) as it was then known-which was the beginning of his lifelong association.
E 
Colin was employed on graduation in 1957 as an Assistant Lecturer in Biology at Guy's Hospital Medical School; although unthinkable now, it was then possible to work for a PhD at the same time as receiving a salary. His subject was the fossil fishes of English Chalk, a topic last studied in depth by Sir Arthur Smith Woodward, F.R.S. (Woodward 1902-12) . Colin always remarked that an aversion to nasty abdominal cavities propelled him away from ichthyology and towards fossils, as well as a belief that evolution might be read from the fossil record. His material came from the Natural History Museum collections. He used a technique of acetic acid preparation in which the chalk matrix was etched away to reveal the bones in exquisite detail. Thus it was possible to make descriptions of fossils almost as though they were a Recent dissection. He concentrated on early representatives of what is today the dominant teleost group, the acanthopterygians. His thesis was complete in 1961; his examiner was E.I. White, F.R.S., Keeper of Palaeontology at the Natural History Museum, and a formidable ichthyologist with the most exacting standards. That Colin was judged highly is evident because by July 1962 he was White's successor in charge of fossil fish research, and White subsequently communicated to Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society of London the substance of Colin's thesis (1),* a massive piece of work in which he identified what he then termed 'ancestors' of modern groups of bony fishes for the first time. He showed that all Mesozoic acanthopterygians belong to the Beryciformes and other pre-perciform grades, and that true perciforms did not appear until the Tertiary.
The rest of Colin's career was intimately entwined with museum life. He became dedicated to the maintenance and curation of study collections, the use of which transcends any one generation of scientists. His commitment to systematics as one of the cornerstones of evolutionary studies never wavered, even while the theoretical base for systematic understanding was changing. At the start of his Natural History Museum career he was directly involved with rearranging the systematic exhibition of fishes. It was suspicions generated over the supposed relationships of living rabbit fishes (chimaeroids) with Devonian ptyctodont placoderms-ultimately a matter of how to arrange display cases-that prompted a full-scale review of the chimaeroids and their relatives (2). Colin was able to demonstrate that these curious fishes were closest to sharks: the gallery was reorganized appropriately. He always opposed the separation of curation from research: he regarded well-curated specimens as providing the facts from which all theories were derived.
Colin's later career is perhaps best considered by his several fields of inquiry rather than in strict chronology. He progressed through the available Scientific Civil Service grades, all the while eschewing opportunities for promotion that might take him away from fish. Employed first as a Senior Scientific Officer, he was promoted to Principal Scientific Officer in 1969, and awarded the coveted Individual Merit Promotion to Senior Principal Scientific Officer in 1974. Cumbersome though the terminology might seem, the last promotion secured him the freedom to pursue his science with the minimum of departmental responsibilities.
F   
Colin extended his pursuit of Cretaceous fishes by making a large collection from the Lebanon in 1964. These strata yield the most exquisitely preserved teleosts, ultimately resulting in substantial Bulletins of the Natural History Museum (3, 5), which complemented his earlier work on the Cretaceous Chalk. At the same time, he continued to research early shark phylogenetic history. An invitation to the Stockholm Naturhistorisk Riksmuseet in 1965 introduced him to the three most distinguished workers on fish at that time: Erik Stensiö, For.Mem.R.S., Erik Jarvik and Tor Ørvig. Colin regarded Stensiö with real reverence, and always maintained that his studies of agnathan fish were the greatest works of palaeontology ever published. However, even the Stockholm school was not able to change his mind about chimaeroid relationships (and the Patterson view ultimately prevailed).
After the publication of an influential classification of teleost fish (Greenwood et al. 1966 ), Colin began a collaboration with one of the co-authors, D.E. Rosen of the American Museum of Natural History. This proved to be a fruitful partnership, which lasted until Rosen's untimely death in 1986 (Colin also published two subsequent joint papers with his late friend). From 1967 onwards, Colin frequently travelled to New York, visits that were facilitated by his appointment as a Research Associate at the American Museum in 1969. In 1970 Colin gave a series of lectures on fish at Harvard University over a thirteen-week period, a clear indication of his rising status. In various combinations Patterson and Rosen tackled the classification of Paracanthopterygii (4) (a taxon they later re-evaluated), ichthyodectiform and other Mesozoic teleosts, and the intransigent percomorphs, the last being illuminated by new interpretations of the homology of the dorsal gill arches. These papers were also important in the development of cladistic theory. The Mesozoic ichthyodectiforms had been erroneously regarded as related to herrings and their allies, a notion disproved by a more critical phylogenetic approach. Curiously, Colin wrote only one paper jointly with P.H. Greenwood, F.R.S., his counterpart in the Zoology department of the Natural History Museum, even though Colin often preferred to describe himself as a 'zoologist' rather than a 'palaeontologist'.
During the last years of the 1960s and in the ensuing decade, Colin studied the braincase of teleosts in great detail. The study was initiated almost by chance. An amateur (who proved to be a neighbour in Barnes) brought in to the Museum an acid preparation of the Lias fish Pholidophorus, recovered from Lyme Regis, which showed many novel features. This specimen led inexorably to a comparative study of actinopterygian braincases prepared by acid preparation, based on dozens of Mesozoic specimens and embracing many species. The braincase and caudal skeleton proved rich in characters relevant to the classification of this difficult group. The results were published in a magisterial number of the Philosophical Transactions (6), possibly the longest ever published by a single author. It remains the prime source for morphologists concerned with these fishes. His complementary work on teleost tails, especially of fossil pholidophorids, has proved particularly useful to palaeontologists, because they are rich in characters and rather common and easily preserved as fossils.
Colin challenged a view current in the 1970s that the dermal skeleton and endoskeleton were interchangeable, with dermal bones allegedly becoming incorporated internally as cartilage bones during phylogeny. His Festschrift contribution for T.S. Westoll, F.R.S., published in 1977 (8), reviewed the entire vertebrate skeleton, and made the case for the fundamental separation of dermal skeleton from endoskeleton. This view has now become widely accepted.
From 1973 onwards, Colin used the methods of phylogenetic systematics (now known as cladistics) as standard in his published phylogenies. Much of the rest of the systematic world had yet to catch up with him. The importance that he had previously accorded stratigraphical age was minimized thereafter, doubtless prompted by the several examples of incorrect phylogenies that he had analysed in which the fossil record alone had been given weight over morphology. Increasingly, he was drawn to phylogenetic theory and practice, while never allowing his morphological base to lapse. However, in 1989 he was to return to the study of the Percomorpha, the largest and most complex clade of the actinopterygians, early members of which had been the subject of his seminal Chalk fish research. Thus began the last of his close collaborations, this time with Dr G.D. Johnson of the National Museum of Natural History, Washington, DC. Colin much preferred to work with close friends, and from 1990 onwards, good-humoured banter between the two of them over dissections was the rule in the 'fish laboratory'. They were looking for new characters to break the deadlock in classification of the group. By using a technique of clearing and staining Recent fish they could examine the arrangement of intermuscular bones and ligaments that had hitherto hardly attracted attention (these are the kind of fine bones that make kippers such a trial to eat). The preparations themselves are things of beauty. As he had with the braincase twenty years before, Colin set about studying as comprehensive a range of these fishes as he couldhundreds certainly-in the process discovering many new characters and reinterpreting many old ones. As before, the availability of a comprehensive collection in the Natural History Museum was of inestimable value. The results were published in a ground-breaking review of acanthomorph phylogeny (19) and in a comprehensive account of the new characters and their implications (21) . This work was continuing at full stretch when death intervened.
C   
In 1967 a young American postdoctoral researcher, Gareth Nelson, came to the Natural History Museum on study leave. Nelson was to become an important influence on Colin's development as a theorist, although this is not so apparent from the small number of their joint publications. However, their abundant correspondence leaves no doubt that they developed their ideas in concert over nearly twenty years. Nelson drew Colin's attention to a paper by Brundin (1966) on chironimid midges, which employed in a very detailed way the methods of phylogenetic systematics developed by the German entomologist Willi Hennig (Hennig 1966) . Colin admired the rigour of Brundin's treatment, and was quickly converted to the same methods himself. Over the next fifteen years he was an important public defender-and in Britain the leading advocate-of Hennigian systematics, which came to be universally known as cladistics.
Quite why the adoption of cladistic methods stirred up such strong opposition is open to different interpretations (Hull 1988 ).The initial criticism was vocal and varied, and included well-known vertebrate palaeontologists such as F.R. Parrington, F.R.S. The 'evolutionary systematists' as they were termed (mostly by cladists), placed ancestor recognition at the centre of their phylogeny reconstructions, as Colin had himself in his first important papers, and it might have been the 'loss' of such pivotal forms, usually fossils, that stirred up such ire. Cladistic treatment of the same taxa used in traditional trees did not, in principle, recognize such seminal placements. It might have been that long-accepted theories tumbled under the critique of the cladistic perspective; for example, the relative closeness of rhipidistian fishes to the tetrapods was challenged by an objective character analysis that favoured 'lungfishes' (sensu lato) in this role (12) . This might have appeared to threaten the future of palaeontological research. It might also have been that an insistence on the hypotheticodeductive model of scientific argument, as outlined at about the same time by Karl (later Sir Karl) Popper, F.R.S., seemed unfamiliar or inappropriate to those accustomed to historical modes of deduction. To the adherents of the new method it was incontrovertible that novel and challenging hypotheses of animal (and later plant) relationships were being revealed; to the defenders of the old it seemed that accepted taxa were being unecessarily discredited. Colin gave many public lectures in which he patiently expounded the principles of cladistics again and again, at times finding himself opposed by spirited critics such as the late L.B. Halstead. He showed himself to be the master of the one-line riposte.
In June 1972 a symposium on the interrelationships of fishes was organized at the Linnean Society by Colin, together with P.H. Greenwood and R.S. Miles. Its publication in 1973 by the Linnean Society was something of a landmark: this was the first time that the phylogeny of a major vertebrate group was appraised in which most papers employed cladistic techniques. Colin himself re-evaluated the relationships of 'holosteans' in a major paper in this book (9), the first cladistic analysis of all Recent and fossil neopterygians. This work showed that Amia is the closest living relative of teleosts, and that most Mesozoic 'holosteans' belonged in two clades, one related to Amia and the other to teleosts. One of the more problematic outcomes of cladistic analysis is the recognition of sister taxa of major clades that are represented by fossils alone; formal recognition of such taxa often requires high-level taxonomic units to express their place accurately in the hierarchy of classification. Patterson & Rosen (7) proposed the plesion concept to accommodate such taxa, thereby providing a simple way of including a medley of Recent and fossil taxa in a cladogram without overburdening the hierarchical levels. Their proposals have been widely used. Probably the most influential methodological essay that Colin ever wrote was published in a 1982 symposium volume on Problems of phylogenetic reconstruction (15) . He made the case that synapomorphies are homologies in such a cogent way that the general applicability of cladistic analytical methods became transparent. Specifically, he proposed three tests of hypotheses of homology that distinguish eight different categories of homologous and non-homologous relations between anatomical structures. One might say that from that time onwards, Colin's tireless, fifteen-year campaign on behalf of cladistic methods was assured of success. Other things helped: there were well written textbooks available for the first time (Wiley 1981) , and students were receiving instruction in the methodology from a new generation of lecturers. The journal Cladistics was founded in 1985; Colin was on the original Advisory Board. The major future development was the devising of computer algorithms for parsimony analysis that could handle larger character matrices and a greater number of taxa than had been possible by mere cerebration alone, and could produce objectively assessable trees. Colin was among the first to use this development in his research.
When Colin looked into the role historically played by fossils in teleost systematics (13), he was convinced that misplaced expectations that phylogeny could be simply 'read out' from fossils were the reason that systematics of the group had made such little headway in the century after Darwin. A little later, in 1981, he took a more general, but just as sceptical, view (14) of the contribution of fossils to phylogeny as a whole. His stance was made clear in a 1980 seminar to the Palaeontology Department in the Natural History Museum entitled 'What use are fossils?' The answer was: 'not much'. Although he later came to acknowledge several uses of fossils in assessing trees, his views in 1981 attracted considerable opprobrium. Colin's determination to separate pattern-based on character distribution-from process, for example the assumption of a particular model of evolution, led to a misconception that Colin did not 'believe' in evolution. In fact, he was merely seeking to unclutter cladistic reasoning from the kind of a priori transformational assumptions that he thought had done a disservice in the past. This approach became known as 'pattern' or 'transformed' cladistics. It was probably this rejection of models of descent involving ancestors that caused so much offence to certain of his colleagues. Feelings ran so high that Colin's nomination for the Romer/Simpson Medal of the Society of Vertebrate Paleontologists-the top honour in the field-was rejected by influential members of the selection committee in the 1980s. He was awarded the Romer/ Simpson Medal posthumously in October 1998, an exceptional distinction for a nonAmerican.
On 5 November 1981, Colin spoke at the Systematics discussion group at the American Museum of Natural History. In this talk he aired his views on the problems of recognizing ancestors and questioned the scientific basis of the theory of evolution, explaining his own stance on how this theory stood in relation to those of, for example, the physical sciences. He did not know that there were creationists in the audience with tape recorders concealed in their sleeves. Subsequently, Colin's name was brandished in several States as part of legal actions to secure the teaching in schools of 'creation science' in parity with evolution: here, they claimed, was a leading scientist who also criticized the scientific status of evolution. His scepticism and hard thinking were recruited to serve a purpose that he found only offensive. He later received mountains of mail both from outraged evolutionists and, naturally, from creationists. To a devoted Darwinian (and a collector of Darwiniana) the episode was mortifying, and he subsequently reflected hard upon both his own naivity and the duplicity of others.
For a few years, from 1979 onwards, Colin became particularly interested in biogeography, having attended a symposium on the subject of vicariance biogeography in New York that year. Once again, he was working in parallel with G. Nelson, who had ingeniously married cladistic analysis with geographical distribution in the previous few years (Nelson & Platnick 1981) . Colin considered the particular problems of incorporating fossil material into theories of historical biogeography, and published a thoughtful review of the matter in a volume edited by his two close New York friends, Nelson and Rosen (11).
By about 1980, molecular sequence data were appearing in sufficient quantity to be of potential use in phylogenetic analysis. Colin was quick to understand its interest: here was a cornucopia of potential characters. He described himself as cadging nucleotide sequence data from friends and colleagues wherever he could, and then performing the laborious business of sequence matching by hand-work that computers subsequently handled routinely. He organized a symposium on the conflicts between morphologically based and molecular phylogenies at the 1985 Third International Congress of Systematics and Evolutionary Biology at Sussex. In the throes of the organization, he suffered a heart attack in December 1984, only three days after his mother had died from cancer. The incident set him back rather more than he would readily admit, and it was two years before he was fully recovered. By the time of publication of the book (1987) that he had edited arising out of the Sussex meeting (23), he had thrown himself back into work, and over the next few years he made outstanding contributions to the theory and practice of molecular phylogeny (17). It is a measure of the regard in which he was held in this comparatively new field that he was asked to give the concluding paper at Nobel Symposium 70 ('Molecules and morphology in phylogenetic analysis') held in Sweden, in 1988 (18) . He tackled the controversial question of the relationships between the metazoan phyla with the use of ribosomal RNA sequence resultsa bold early attempt in a field that is still active more than a decade later. His network of correspondents had by now widened to include many of the world's leading molecular biologists, but he had not let drop any of his ichthyological interests, nor yet cladistics, and it was a source of wonder to his colleagues how he managed to maintain such a stream of letters to so many on such a range of topics.
There was an interesting by-product of Colin's interest in what constituted useful data from the fossil record. As a result of reviewing for Nature in 1986 D.M. Raup's book The nemesis affair, Colin became critical of claims concerning a 26-million-year periodicity of extinction, which was allegedly revealed by statistical analysis of palaeontological evidence. With his colleague A.B. Smith, Colin returned to the original database, 'cleansing' it of taxa that were systematically suspect. Out went taxa containing a single species; also rejected were paraphyletic groups. It was a good example of how hard-won systematic expertise was relevant to larger issues. A reanalysis of the data showed that the supposed pattern might have been an artefact of taxonomic practice (16) . The same scrupulousness informed his teleost contribution to The fossil record 2 (20). What might have been a routine contribution in other hands became a major critical assessment of fossil taxonomy and classification. He produced two editions of his textbook Evolution (10, 22) ; the second was delivered to his publishers just three days before his unexpected death. His approach to science can be characterized thus: an uncompromising honesty regarding the facts, and a relentless logic towards the inferences that could be drawn from the facts. His standards never faltered.
S  
Apart from the 'BM'-as he continued to call the Natural History Museum in unguarded moments-Colin's other great institutional loyalty was to the Linnean Society of London. Most of his close friends were Fellows of that society, and some of the friendships (such as B.G. Gardiner, President of the Linnean Society 1996-98) went back to student days. He served the Linnean Society in many capacities: as Council member (1970-73 and 1979-84) , as Zoological Editor (1977-82), as Editorial Secretary (1982-85) and as Vice-President (1980-81). His greatest contribution was as editor of Zoological Journal, a task he managed almost unaided for six years. This was at a time when his scientific work was at its zenith, and it is remarkable how he managed to observe the niceties of the careful editor while at the same time producing so much original work of his own. His colleagues recall how he would take his editing into staff meetings and other routine administrative occasions and blithely continue with the work-often attached to a clipboard on his knee-while the agenda unfolded, unheeded. When the Linnean Society awarded him its Gold Medal in 1997 (accepted posthumously in 1998) it was, naturally, for his scientific contribution, but it could not have been awarded to anyone who had done more to serve the scientific reputation of the society as a whole.
Colin cared greatly that taxonomy should be recognized as pivotal in biological sciences, a view sometimes at odds with the Zeitgeist. In the late 1980s he gave evidence to the House of Lords Select Committee on Systematic Biology, where his forceful eloquence contributed to the proper recognition of this most basic of disciplines in the UK. In 1990 he was invited to sit on the Evaluation Committee on Systematics of the Swedish Natural Sciences Research Council, where he performed a similar service for Scandinavia. In the same year, Colin also served on a committee on evolution convened by the Ministry of Education in Paris. For a while it seems that he was the embodiment of systematic probity. He was not above offering advice to the management of the Natural History Museum. When the Museum was 'restructured' in 1990 he was staunch in the support of those whom he felt had been prematurely retired without good reason. Colin was assuredly not a natural 'committee man'-his incisiveness could offend the more diplomatic members-but his opinions counted. Where the committee related to something about which he cared, he was formidable.
C
Colin was blessed with an extraordinary voice for public speaking. Sonorous, deep, almost in the fashion of a trained actor, it was one of those voices that instantly commanded attention. When he gave talks at the Natural History Museum they were invariably packed out, sometimes to the chagrin of those who had spoken to a thin crowd the week before. He possessed that peculiar quality, charisma, a blend of personality, manner and intelligence, of which the voice seemed to be a natural expression. The importance of his stage presence should not go unremarked in any account of the ultimate triumph of the cladistic method, for many were drawn by the personality before they grappled with the details of the scientific argument. His presence had little to do with his dress sense, which is probably best described as 'threadbare chic'. Colin himself did not relish public exposure, even though he was so good at it. Neither did he relish confrontation with either critics or creationists. He preferred the company of fishes and friends.
Loyalty played a central role in his life, both personal and scientific. Those few scientists who became his collaborators were also his friends, and I know of no friendship, once sealed, that subsequently soured. His scientific friends were, naturally enough, particularly those who had shared the excitement and frustrations of the early years of the cladistic revolution. To outsiders, the group that centred around Colin-and he was the centre-could seem like a coterie. The tea-room on the first floor of the Palaoentology Department, Natural History Museum-or the South Kensington pub known as 'The Cladist's Arms' (The Cranley, now mutated to wine bar)-could equally well have doubled as clubhouse. Colin never saw it like that. In the company of friends he could relax and give free rein to his humour. When some absurdity tickled his fancy he would laugh so uproariously that he would have to wipe away tears from his eyes with the back of his hand. But his standards were high, and when someone did not reach them he could be dismissive. When the subject of a second-rate but influential colleague came up, one of the fish group asked Colin: 'What do you think of Dr So-and-so?' 'I don't', came the terse reply.
Colin enjoyed a long and successful marriage to Rachel Caridwen, whom he married in 1955, in Wandsworth. Rachel's father was the distinguished painter Ceri Richards, and her mother, Frances Richards (née Clayton), was almost as well-known an artist. Rachel is also a painter. The Patterson house in Barnes is recalled as an agreeable milieu of paintings, books and Staffordshire figurines, which Colin collected from junk stalls and carefully repaired, at least until they became too expensive. He pursued first editions of Darwin and Huxley, but also those of Evelyn Waugh. Barnes became the London home for his US collaborators D.E. Rosen and G.D. Johnson, but invitations to his home were otherwise confined to a few close friends, and Colin generally preferred to keep his work separate from his private life. He had two daughters, Sarah (born in 1959) and Jane (born in 1963). Appropriately enough, given their genealogy, Sarah is now a professor of philosophy and Jane is an artist. Colin travelled between home and museum by bicycle. He had developed a profound antipathy to the London Underground, and avoided it whenever he could. He became adept at finding his way around west London on wheels through byways and back streets. He would sometimes disappear in search of a rare cheese, and return an hour or two later looking pleased, carrying a small but odoriferous package.
Colin was very fond of good beer; that is, traditional British ale and the more robust continental lagers. He was capable of drinking a lot of it without apparent effect while lesser
B
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